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Planning & Development Standing Committee
Wednesday, February 8, 2023 
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Ms. Brown explained that Essex County Greenbelt has been working with the landowner (Kinley Gregg)
of 16 North Kilby Street who would like to donate a conservation restriction on the majority of their
property to Greenbelt.  She stated that the conservation restriction will permanently protect the natural
resource values of 23 +/- acres including a potential vernal pool and will also connect a puzzle of more
than 100 acres of existing conservation land.  Ms. Brown stated that the conservation restriction has been
supported by the Gloucester Conservation Commission and reviewed and approved by the State
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs.  Ms. Brown stated that Essex County Greenbelt
is seeking approval of the conservation restriction as something that is in the public interest from the City
Council and Mayor.  She added that the conservation restriction will be permanently stewarded and
monitored by Greenbelt, but remain in private ownership.  

Questions from councilors
Q1. (Gilman):  Asked if the gate on Quarry Road is after the water station.  Asked if this gate will bring
you to the path that passes by Vernon
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Councilor O
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:  On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by
Councilor O
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Mr. Cademartori explained where a resident could find what the floodplain representation is on their
property.  

Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide shows the jurisdiction that is proposed in the floodplain
overlay district.  He added that all of the light blue areas are governed by the ordinance.  

Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide is a depiction of the future scenario of potential flooding
and that the map is simply advisory.  
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Mr. Cademartori provided a summary of the questions he received after the prior P&D meeting.

Mr. Cademartori stated that there was also another question surrounding use regulations.  He explained
that the above standards are being proposed for single-family, two-family and multifamily homes so it has
been proposed to add the first paragraph of language to the ordinance, as shown in the above slide.  He
added that there will not be any new standards applied to commercial, mixed use or industrial uses.  This
language has been reviewed with General Counsel, he stated.

Mr. Cademartori provided draft language for a motion.

Questions from councilors



Planning & Development                           February 8, 2023                                    Page 7 of 10

Q1. (Gilman):  Asked if the sections on the high velocity zones are strict in terms of the rules.
A1. (Cademartori):  Confirmed that to be true.

Q2. (Gilman):  Asked if an owner of a residential property in the AE zones could apply for different
variances depending on the issue.
A2. (Cademartori):  Stated that, as these are dimensional standards, there is always the ability to apply
for a variance from a dimensional standard.  Stated that he believed that the intent in the AE zones is to
have property owners start to recognize that siting is a concern in these areas as well.

Q3. (O
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Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide depicts a property with a lesser percentage of the structure
(100 ft2) within the AE Zone.  He stated that the owner could potentially expand up to 200 ft2 (to that
10% maximum of 300 ft2).  He added that by having that standard in place it encourages development
laterally or landward of the floodplain.  He stated this is to help residents limit the risk by moving further
landward if they have the ability to do so.

Q6. (Grow):  Asked what would happen if the house footprint was entirely in the AE zone.
A6. (Cademartori):  Stated that the footprint stays as is and that there cannot be any further expansion
within the AE zone.  

Without objection, the Rules of Procedure were suspended to allow a member of the public to ask a
question.

Joel Favazza, [address unintelligible]
Asked that the City Council consider amending the language so that projects that have already received
relief from the Zoning Board of Appeals and are in the ConCom process be exempt under the new rules.
Councilor Grow stated that he previously spoke with Mr. Cademartori and that if a use is not fully
through the permitting process then the project would need to comply with an ordinance if it is passed.
He suggested that General Counsel be present at the public hearing regarding this issue.  

Councilor Grow offered a motion.  Councilor Gilman stated that she would be supporting this matter
and that she appreciated the Planning Board being proactive.  Councilor O
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Attorney Deborah Eliason, Eliason Law Office, 63 Middle Street, stated that she is representing the
applicant, Eric Sullivan.   She stated that the building sits directly on the lot line and that there is no space
between the adjacent buildings.  The existing height, she stated, is consistent with the heights of other
buildings in that area.  She stated that at the site visit there was a question asking to explain the relief
requested for lot area and open space per two guest units and stated that 1,250 ft2 of open space is
required per two guest units and that she is requesting a special permit allowing 0 ft2 of open space
because the current building covers the entire lot, so it is impossible to comply with the ordinance without
tearing the building down.  She explained that there is also a requirement that 2,500 ft2 of lot area be
required for two guest units and that at the site visit she stated that, again, 0 ft2 was requested and
explained the request is incorrect.  She stated that the applicant is requesting that the special permit allow
402 ft2 of lot area per two guest units, with the current lot area being 2,416 ft2.  For egress and fire safety,
she stated that it is the intent to remove the exterior fire escape as there will be a second means of egress
that will be added to the right side of the building adjacent to the Passport
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Councilor O




